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  Homicide has piqued the interest of society through media not only in the 21st century, but also 
dating back to the 1800s with crime fiction novels. Homicide holds the attention of our society 
with crime drama television series and has become part of American culture. With the attention 
that homicide receives, studies focusing on homicide are therefore important. This research 
utilizes the University of Tennessee Forensic Data Bank (FDB) to examine and compare 
homicide rates to the Global Study on Homicide conducted by the United Nation Office on 
Drugs and Crime (UNODC). Variables examined include sex, ancestry, cause of death, age at 
death, region found, and state found. Statistical analyses used in this research include frequency 
distributions, Chi-Square analyses, Cramer’s V, and univariate single proportion tests. The 
statistical analyses indicate that there is no statistically significant difference in homicide rates 
between the FDB and the UNODC for sex, cause of death, and age at death variables. However, 
the results indicate the FDB is not a reliable indicator of homicide rates for ancestry. 
Additionally, the FDB contains a sampling bias as indicated by the results for region found, state 
found, and date of death year. It is the conclusion of the researcher that the FDB should be used 
with caution when being used for research on homicide. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 Homicide is the killing of one person by another. Homicide receives the largest portion of 
media coverage for crime related activities (Sorenson et al, 1998). When portrayed on the news 
we may be horrified, but homicide has been utilized as a source of entertainment in our current 
society with television dramas, as well as in the past with the popular novels by Sir Arthur Conan 
Doyle featuring the fictional detective Sherlock Holmes. Television shows such as CSI, Forensic 
Files, and Bones have hooked the interest of society and crime museums such as The Mob 
Museum in Las Vegas, Nevada and the Museum of Death in Hollywood, California are well 
attended. Society is fascinated by the investigation process, the method, and the motive. The 
study of homicide is relevant because it is the ultimate crime that affects everyone from the 
family and friends of the victim extending to the community of the victim and society as a 
whole. The main purpose of this study is to determine if there is a statistically significant 
difference in homicide rates among individuals of different sexes, ancestries, and ages utilizing 
the University of Tennessee Forensic Data Bank, and compare the results to other studies on 
homicide to determine the validity of the source of data and its use in homicide research. It is 
expected that there will be differences in homicide rates between sexes and ancestries, and 
differences in cause of death between sexes and ancestries. 
Before it is possible to conduct the research for this study, key terms need to be defined. 
The original premise of this study focused on violent deaths. However, because there are 
multiple types of violent deaths, such as suicides and war deaths, intentional homicide is the 
focus of this study. Homicide was chosen for this study because before reading other studies it 
was unknown that there are multiple types of violent deaths. Homicide, as defined by the 
Murphy Law Office (2016) is “the killing of one person by another”, and murder is defined as 
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“homicide committed with malice aforethought”. It is important to note that all murders are 
homicide, but not all homicides are murder. For example, if an individual killed someone while 
acting in self-defense it would by homicide, but it would not be murder because it was not 
committed with premeditation. Merriam-Webster Dictionary defines manslaughter as “the 
unlawful killing of a human being without malice” (Merriam-Webster, 2020). However, not all 
jurisdictions recognize manslaughter so the definition for manslaughter is in reference to the 
United States in general. The Merriam-Webster Dictionary goes on to distinguish between 
voluntary and involuntary manslaughter. Voluntary manslaughter is defined as “manslaughter 
resulting from an intentional act done without malice or premeditation and while in the heat of 
passion or on sudden provocation” (Merriam-Webster, 2020). An example of voluntary 
manslaughter would be in the instance of a husband who catches his wife in the act of adultery 
and in the heat of passion he kills one or both of them. Involuntary manslaughter is defined as 
“manslaughter resulting from the failure to perform a legal duty expressly required to safeguard a 
human life…” (Meriam-Webster, 2020). An example of involuntary manslaughter is a death 
resulting from a car accident caused by a reckless driver or a driver under the influence of drugs 
or alcohol. In the state of Montana, homicide is broken down into deliberate and negligent, 
which can be equated to voluntary and involuntary manslaughter, respectively (Skelton, 2011). It 
is important to know the difference between murder, homicide, voluntary manslaughter, and 
involuntary manslaughter because charges brought against a person in court may be more or less 
severe depending on exactly which crime was committed. Additionally, not all homicide is 
illegal, such as killing in self-defense or during war. 
The type of killing that is focused on in this study is not simply homicide, but intentional 
homicide. As defined by the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC), intentional 
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homicide is the “unlawful death purposefully inflicted on a person by another person” (United 
Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2014, p. 9). This definition has three elements that 
characterize it as being intentional: 1) the killing of a person by another person (objective 
element), 2) the intent of the perpetrator to kill or seriously injure the victim (subjective 
element), and 3) the intentional killing is against the law, which means that the law considers the 
perpetrator liable for the unlawful death (legal element) (United Nations Office on Drugs and 
Crime, 2014). Willful killings, such as in self-defense or when taking legal actions, are not 
considered intentional homicide, unless resulting from the use of excessive force. The UNODC 
provides a hierarchical visual representation classifying violent deaths (Figure 1). The UNODC 
classifies three typologies of intentional homicide: 1) homicide related to criminal activities, 2) 
interpersonal homicide, and 3) sociopolitical homicide (United Nations Office on Drugs and 
Crime, 2019d). From the limited explanations given in the FDB of how the victims were killed, 
where they were found, and who did the killing, it is assumed that most of the homicides were 
interpersonal homicides, which is the result of interpersonal conflict (United Nations Office on 
Drugs and Crime, 2019d). While there is a difference between the definitions of “homicide” and 
“intentional homicide”, for the purposes of this study “homicide” will refer to both types of 
death. 
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Figure 1: United Nations Office on Drug and Crime Violent Deaths Chart 
 
A distinction must be made between cause of death (COD) and manner of death (MOD). 
Cause of death, as defined by the Snohomish County Government, is “a term used to indicate the 
medical cause of death. It lists the disease(s) or injuries that caused death” (Snohomish County 
Government, 2020). Examples of cause of death used in the FDB that are specific to homicide 
include, but are not limited to: gunshot wounds, stab wounds, strangulation, and blunt trauma. 
Manner of death is “the way to categorize death” (Snohomish County Government, 2020). It is 
defined by Washoe County, Nevada as “the determination of how the injury or disease leads to 
death” (Washoe County, 2020). There are five manners of death: natural, accident, suicide, 
homicide, and undetermined. Homicide is the only manner of death considered in this research to 
achieve results comparable to other studies on homicide. 
This research will highlight the differences in homicide rates between several variables 
focusing on homicide rates and cause of death. One expectation of this research is that there will 
be a difference in homicide rates between males and females, with males being victims of 
homicide more than females. This expectation is due to men being involved in more criminal 
activities than women. The second expectation is that there will be a difference in homicide rates 
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between African-Americans and European-Americans, with the expectation that African-
Americans are the victims of homicide more often based on previous studies. The third 
expectation is that there will be a difference in cause of death between males and females, with 
females being victims to more interpersonal killings than males, and males being victims of 
homicide by firearms more than females. The fourth expectation is that there will be a difference 
in cause of death between African-Americans and European-Americans, with the expectation 
that Africa-Americans will be victims of homicide by firearms more than European-Americans. 
The null hypothesis stands that there is no association between homicide and cause of death rates 
and sex or ancestry. The last expectation is that the FDB is a reliable indicator of the number of 
homicide victims that come from different regions and states within the United States, as well as 
temporal trends.  
LITERATURE REVIEW 
The Database for Forensic Anthropology in the United States, 1962-1998, otherwise 
known as the University of Tennessee Forensic Data Bank or FDB, is a skeletal database 
composed of forensic cases aimed at representing the ethnic diversity and demographic structure 
of the United States population (Jantz and Moore-Jansen, 2006). The FDB came into existence in 
1986 with a grant from the National Institute of Justice and now contains over 3,400 individuals 
(The University of Tennessee Knoxville, 2016). For various reasons such as lack of positive 
identification and missing data, not all 3,400 cases in the FDB are used as reference samples or 
are available to the public (Parsons, 2017). The data were collected from permanent collections 
at the Anthropology Department at the University of Tennessee, the Maxwell Museum of 
Anthropology in Albuquerque, New Mexico, the Human Identification Laboratory at the 
University of Arizona Museum, the National Museum of Natural History in Washington, DC, the 
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Oklahoma State Medical Examiner’s Office, the Louisiana State University Forensic Laboratory, 
and the University of South Carolina Anthropology Department. Additional information was also 
collected through data-gathering trips during meetings and through contributions of small 
collections by forensic anthropologists. The database itself is comprised of eight data files 
labeled as follows: 1) demographic data, 2) geographic and death data, 3) medical history file, 4) 
skeletal inventory data, 5) age-related skeletal data, 6) cranial skeletal data, 7) postcranial 
skeletal data, and 8) additional notes describing problems with several of the cases (Jantz and 
Moore-Jansen, 2006). 
The only study that was found that utilized the raw data from the FDB examined sexual 
dimorphism in skeletal trauma associated with intimate partner violence (Biddle, 2019). More 
frequently used for research is FORDISC, an interactive computer program that utilizes 
discriminant functions to assist forensic anthropologists in estimating ancestry, sex, and stature 
using standard measurements of cranial and post-cranial elements (The University of Tennessee 
Knoxville, 2019). Studies mainly focus on validating the accuracy of FORDISC and its 
applications to real world scenarios. Specifically, validation studies of FORDISC’s accuracy 
have focused on its estimation of sex, ancestry, or a combination of both (Kosiba, 2000; Leathers 
et al., 2002; Ubelaker et al., 2002; Freid et al., 2005; Williams et al., 2005; Naar et al., 2006; 
Hubbe and Neves, 2007; Keita, 2007; Elliott and Collard, 2009; Ousley et al., 2009; Dudzik and 
Jantz, 2016; Albanese et al., 2018). Williams et al. (2005) found that FORDISC is flawed 
because the program cannot adequately represent the biological variations that characterizes the 
individuals within and outside of their classification. Alternatively, research conducted at the 
University of Tennessee, Knoxville where the FDB was founded, suggests that overall the 
components of the biological profile among resolved cases were highly accurate, with FORDISC 
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accurately estimating sex correctly 100% of the time when using resolved cases when 
measurements were input into FORDISC (Parsons, 2017). 
The FDB uses the term “race” as a classification as well as “black” and “white” to 
describe the ancestry of individuals. The racial categories prescribed to individuals in the FDB 
were either identifications from soft tissue or from positive identification of the victims. The 
terms “black” and “white” will not be used in this study but will instead be replaced with 
“African-American” and “European-American”, respectively. Additionally, this research will not 
use the term “race”, as the FDB does, but “ancestry” will instead be used in its place. It is 
important to know the distinction between the two terms as race and ancestry have been defined 
in various ways in the literature. 
Race is a socially constructed understanding of the physical features of human 
populations that are associated with geographic and biological ancestry. Ancestry, on the other 
hand, refers to the biological or genetic makeup of individuals that can be used to trace 
geographic or continental origins, and are influenced by, but not limited to, a combination of 
genetic drift, gene flow, migrations, microevolution, and environmental pressures (Konigsber et 
al., 2009; Relethford, 2009). A large discussion in the field of forensic anthropology is the 
differences between and uses of the terms ancestry and race, and how scientists and the general 
public interpret their meanings. Multiple scholars have argued that race does not exist 
biologically, and that race is a cultural construction (Armelagos, 1995; Armelagos et al., 1982; 
Blakey, 1987; Brace, 1982, 2005; Brace et al., 1993; Goodman, 1997a, b; Goodman and 
Armelagos, 1997; Hahn and Stroup, 1994; Livingstone, 1962; Lock, 1993; Marks, 1994, 1995, 
1998; Montagu, 1942, 1978; and Mukhopadhyay and Moses, 1997). Ancestry estimation from 
skeletal elements assumes that skeletal traits reflect a biological reality (ancestry) and that the 
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observed traits can be translated into a corresponding social category (race). Although forensic 
anthropologists cannot identify skin color when creating a biological profile from a set of 
skeletal remains, skeletal analysis of ancestry is used to infer skin color to assist law enforcement 
with the identification of unknown individuals. Because the general public commonly uses visual 
characteristics associated with socially prescribed races to describe missing persons to law 
enforcement, forensic anthropologists must consequently operate under the assumption that one 
can infer race from morphology. However, being a member of a certain racial category does not 
necessitate having all or any of the physical attributes commonly associated with that category 
such as skin color, eye color, hair type, etc. (Smedley and Smedley, 2012). One disadvantage of 
using race as an identifier is the lack of a clear definition of race (Tishkoff and Kidd, 2004). 
Many people associate race with skin color or other physical characteristics; however, 
morphology and skin color are poor indicators of race (Tishkoff and Kidd, 2004; Relethford, 
2009). Although many forensic anthropologists acknowledge there is a difference between race 
and ancestry (Brace, 1995; Kennedy, 1995), they are often compelled to estimate the race of 
unknown individuals (Sauer, 1992; Kennedy, 1995). How forensic anthropologists treat the 
question of admixed ancestry and how they interpret and report unidentified individuals that do 
not conform to a standard phenotype of ancestral traits is not defined or standardized (Parsons, 
2017). 
A problem with the subject of ancestry and race in biological anthropology is racial self-
identification or how an individual identifies with their lineage, otherwise known as ethnicity. A 
study conducted by Hahn et al. (1996) revealed that self-identification varied among participants 
over the study period of four years. Self-identification of race is not static and often changes 
through time in response to an individual’s social environment (M’Charek, 2013). If identities 
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continually shift, then clear social boundaries of race cannot exist. Thus, forensic anthropological 
assessment of biological ancestry to infer social race may not align in a society where identities 
and perceptions of race are fluid. United States census data has continuously documented 
changing demographics. “As social and cultural attitudes regarding race have changed over time, 
the census questions have also evolved to better document the racial composition of the United 
States and reflect social and cultural definitions and perceptions of race” (Parsons, 2017, p. 108). 
A study published in 1980 states that homicide rates increased since the mid-1960s and 
most affected “nonwhite men” (Farley, 1980). The UNODC published a global study on 
homicide in 2011, 2014, and again in 2019. The 2019 edition reports on homicide rates from 
2017 and is divided into six booklets, the first of which gives an overview of the content and 
reviews the findings of the other five booklets, which are focused on areas relevant to the study 
of homicide (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2019a). The estimated global homicide 
rates were 468,000 in 2010, 437,000 in 2013, and 464,000 in 2017. The authors state that the 
overall rate of intentional homicide has been declining, but the rate is calculated as a proportion 
and it has declined only because the global population has increased (United Nations Office on 
Drugs and Crime, 2019a). The overall number of homicides increased from 362,000 in 1990 to 
464,000 in 2017 (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2019a). According to their results, 
the Americas continuously have the highest homicide rates since reliable documentation started 
to be recorded in 1990, and firearms are more often involved in homicides than in other regions, 
measured both as per capita and as a proportion of all homicides. Additionally, they state that 
young men in the Americas are especially at risk, which may be due to gangs and organized 
crime that are drivers of homicidal violence, both of which are factors that favor the prevalence 
of young men as victims (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2019a). North America 
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contains five countries/territories, while South America includes 13 additional 
countries/territories and Central America contains an additional 8. In the United States of 
America in 2012 homicide rates between males and females were reported to be 77.8% males 
and 22.2% females (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2014), and in 2010 77.4% 
males, 22.5% females, and 0.2% undetermined (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 
2011). Globally, 81% of homicide victims in 2017 were male (United Nations Office on Drugs 
and Crime, 2019a). The UNODC states that male homicide rates are significantly higher than 
female homicide rates in almost every country and subregion, and there is a greater difference 
between male and female homicide rates in countries where the homicide rates are higher 
(United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2019c). 
Women, more often than men, are the victims of interpersonal homicide, while men are 
more often victims of homicide related to criminal activities (United Nations Office on Drugs 
and Crime, 2019d).  Between 2005-2015, homicide rates in the United States ranged from 58-
61% for firearms, 11-12% for sharp objects, and 28-31% for all other homicide mechanisms 
including blunt objects, poisoning, strangulation, and physical assault (United Nations Office on 
Drugs and Crime, 2014). The UNODC study published in 2019 does not include homicide by 
unknown mechanisms in their calculations for homicide mechanisms globally. The rates for 
mechanisms not including unknown mechanisms are 54% for firearms, 22% for sharp objects, 
and 24% for all other known mechanisms. However, including unknown mechanisms would 
change the percentages to 51.5% for firearms, 21% for sharp objects, 22.5% for all other known 
mechanisms, and 5% for all unknown mechanisms (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 
2019a). Forty-three percent of all homicide victims globally are between the ages of 15-29, and 
one in seven of those victims lives in the Americas (15%), while thirty percent of all homicide 
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victims worldwide are between the ages of 30-44 (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 
2014). 
Table 1 illustrates data extracted from final mortality statistics reports from the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) (Gardner and Hudson, 1996; Singh et al., 1996; 
Anderson et al., 1997; Peters et al., 1998). For the purposes of this research, data were extracted 
from the Historical Census Statistics on Population Totals by Race, 1790 to 1990, and by 
Hispanic Origin, 1970 to 1990, for Large Cities and Other Urban Places in the United States 
(Gibson and Jung, 1990) and used to create a table illustrating demographics of European-
American and African-Americans in the United States between 1950-1990 (Table 2). 
 
Table 1. Homicide Rate Data Obtained from Mortality Statistics Reports CDC 
Year Total 
Homicides 
Males Females African-
American 
European-
American 
African-
American 
Males 
African-
American 
Females 
European-
American 
Males 
European-
American 
Females 
1993 26,009 20,290 5,719 12,937 12,286 10,640 2,297 9,054 3,232 
1994 24,926 19,707 5,219 12,207 11,976 10,083 2,124 9,055 2,921 
1995 22,895 17,740 5,155 10,783 11,364 8,847 1,936 8,336 3,028 
1996 20,971 16,269 4,702 9,983 10,317 8,813 1,800 7,570 2,747 
 
 
Table 2. Ancestral Demographics of the United States Between 1950-1990 CDC 
Ancestry 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 
African-American 10.0% 10.6% 11.1% 11.7% 12.1% 
European 89.5% 88.8% 87.5% 83.1% 80.3% 
 
In 2006, Julie Phillips conducted a study in which she constructed cross-sectional time-
series data containing repeated measurements on counties over time to determine the association 
between age structure and homicide levels within counties over time. Phillips conducted the 
study at the county level using annual data from 1970-1999 obtained from the National Center 
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for Health Statistics. The results of her study indicate that there is a positive correlation between 
the percentage of homicide rates between the ages of 15 to 24 and counties with low social 
control. Her results indicate that homicide rates for 15 to 24-year-olds decreased when other 
criminogenic forces are in place, such as poor social conditions that produce higher crime rates. 
Alternatively, some of her analyses suggest that the correlation between the percentage of 
homicide rates of individuals aged 25 to 34 increased when other criminogenic forces were in 
place (Phillips, 2006). 
The Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) analyzed data from the FBI’s Uniform Crime 
Reporting Program, in particular, Supplementary Homicide Reports dating back to 1976. In their 
original 2003 publication, updated in 2010 to include information up to 2005, they state 
“homicide is of interest not only because of its severity but also because it is a fairly reliable 
barometer of all violent crime. At a national level, no other crime is measured as accurately and 
precisely” (Fox and Zawitz, 2010, p. 1). Among some of the categories focused on in their study 
are age, sex, ancestry, and weapons trends. Of significance in their findings pertaining to this 
study, published in a Crime Data Brief, males are more often victims of homicide, and 
individuals of African-America ancestry were six times more likely to be victims of homicide 
that individuals of European-American ancestry. (Fox and Zawitz, 2003). Homicides involving 
firearms increased sharply in the late 1980’s and early 1990’s and decreased in 1999. Homicides 
of teenagers and young adults are more likely to involve a firearm than homicides of individuals 
of other ages (Fox and Zawitz, 2010). According to the data from 1976-2005 on homicides by 
weapon type, approximately 64% of homicides during that time were committed using a firearm, 
followed by 16% for knives, 14% for other weapons (such as poisoning), and 5% for blunt 
weapons (Fox and Zawitz, 2010). 
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Based on the research examined, it is expected that African-American individuals will be 
victims of homicide more than European-American individuals, and that homicide by firearm 
will be the most common cause of death. Additional expectations that will be tested include 
victims discovered by region and by state to test the validity of the sample and see if there is a 
sampling bias within the dataset. Temporal trends are also examined by looking at the frequency 
of homicides in each decade. This research will show whether the FDB is a reliable database to 
use for studies on homicide by comparing the results to those of other studies. This is important 
because, if proven to be valid, the FDB can be used for research on homicide, which may be 
easier than using larger datasets, as the data is easily accessible. 
 
MATERIALS AND METHODS 
Sample 
 The sample for this research is from the University of Tennessee Forensic Data Bank 
(FDB). In the portion of the data bank that was obtained there were 1,514 individuals. The data 
were received in the format of eight POR files. The POR files were provided by a fellow peer 
who utilized the data for his research (Biddle, 2019). POR file extensions are portable versions 
of SPSS files. It is used to label American Standard Code for Information Interchange (ASCII) 
text data files generated by SPSS (Library of Congress, 2017; ReviverSoft, 2020). Only the first 
three POR files containing the demographic, geographic, medical history, and death data were 
necessary for this research. The POR files were imported into SPSS version 24.0 and merged 
using the FDB numbers provided in the data set assigned to each individual. The identities of the 
individuals in the FDB are undisclosed to the public. 
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Demographics 
 In the original dataset, the sex of the individuals was label as “Male”, “Female”, and “0” 
for indeterminate. All individuals that were not either male or female were removed from the 
data set leaving 1,498 individuals with known sex. All ancestries that did not fall into the 
categories for African-American or European-American were eliminated, leaving 1,215 
individuals. All individuals with a manner of death not relating to homicide were removed, 
including accidents, suicides, natural deaths, war deaths, and unknown manners of death leaving 
261 individuals. Individuals whose age was less than 15 or whose age was unknown were taken 
out leaving 241 individuals. As this study is focusing on homicide rates in the United States, 
individuals whose remains were found outside of the United States were removed, leaving the 
final sample size for this research at 225 individuals. Out of the 225 individuals, 98 individuals 
have an unknown cause of death; however, they are included in the final sample. The final data 
set for this study contains 225 individuals with the following characteristics: known sex, known 
ancestry of either African-American or European-American, homicide as manner of death, age 
15 years or older at time of death, found in the United States. 
Coding 
 Once the data were imported into SPSS version 24.0 it was recoded. African-American 
individuals were coded as 1 and European-American individuals were coded as 2. Males were 
coded as 1 and females were coded as 2. Cause of death was sorted into four categories for ease 
of interpretation and coded as follows: 1-firearm, 2-sharp force, 3-other known, 4-other 
unknown. Victims with cause of death being “other known” include blunt force trauma, 
strangulation, decapitation, and drowning. These four categories were based on the homicide 
mechanism categories used in the UNODC global studies on homicide. While they use the term 
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“homicide mechanism” in their studies, “cause of death” is used in this research. Regions in the 
United States in which victims were discovered were coded as follows: West-1, Midwest-2, 
Northeast-3, Southwest-4, Southeast-5. This was done to be able to examine whether the FDB 
contains individuals that equally come from each region. The regions were based on a map 
produced by National Geographic (Figure 2). The age ranges used by the UNODC in the 2019 
study were coded as 1 for ages 15-29 and 2 for ages 30-44. All individuals whose age did not fit 
into these two ranges were left blank. Additional variables were created to group date of death 
(DOD) years into decades for a more comprehensible interpretation of the results. 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2: National Geographic United States Regions Map 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 Since not all 225 victims have a known cause of death all statistics were run twice: once 
with all 225 individuals and once with only the 127 individuals with a known cause of death. 
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Frequency distributions will provide an overview of the number of times a variable occurs in the 
data set. Frequency distributions were run for sex, ancestry, sex and ancestry, cause of death, 
state found, region found, date of death year in decades, and the UNODC age ranges. 
Crosstabulations allow for quantitative analysis of the relationship between multiple variables. 
Crosstabulations were run for cause of death and ancestry, cause of death and sex and ancestry, 
cause of death and sex, date of death year in decades and cause of death, cause of death and 
UNODC age ranges, region found and cause of death, region found and ancestry, and date of 
death year in decades and ancestry. Chi-Square analyses will indicate how likely it is that an 
observed distribution is due to chance. Chi-Square analyses were run for sex and ancestry, cause 
of death and ancestry, cause of death and sex, date of death year in decades and cause of death, 
cause of death and UNODC age ranges, region found and cause of death, region found and 
ancestry, date of death year in decades and ancestry, and region found and date of death year in 
decades. Cramer’s V analyses are used to measure the strength of association between two 
variables. Cramer’s V analyses were run when the Chi-Square significance was less than or 
equal to .05 (p ≤ .5). 
UNODC Statistic Comparison Methods 
The infographic created by the UNODC in their 2019 study represents the percentages 
and frequencies of homicide mechanisms globally (Figure 5). Their infographic does not include 
victims with unknown homicide mechanisms, but an approximate number is given for those 
individuals. Since this study includes both victims with known and unknown cause of death, a 
pie chart including the number of individuals with unknown homicide mechanisms from the 
UNODC study was created (Figure 3) using Microsoft Excel (2001) in order to compare it to the 
data in this study. 
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Univariate single proportion tests were run using PAST version 3.09. The tests for tables 
77-83 were based on the numbers and percentages in figures 3-6. Observed and hypothetical 
proportions were based on the observed numbers in this study and the numbers reported in the 
UNODC study, respectively. Proportions for 225 individuals including unknown cause of death 
were compared to the UNODC results including other unknown homicide mechanisms (Figure 
3), while proportions for 127 individuals not including unknown cause of death were compared 
to the UNODC results only including individuals with known homicide mechanisms (Figure 5). 
Univariate single proportion tests were also run to examine the relationship between the 
observed and hypothetical proportions for age ranges provided in the 2014 UNODC study 
(Tables 84-89). 
Univariate single proportion tests were run to compare the observed and hypothetical 
proportions for males and females (Tables 92-93). The observed proportion of 0.598 percent 
comes from Table 41. The hypothetical proportions of 0.778 and 0.81 come from the 2011 and 
the 2019 UNODC Global Study on Homicide studies (United Nations Office on Drugs and 
Crime, 2014; 2019a; 2019c). 
RESULTS 
The results provided in this section illustrate associations between sex, ancestry, cause of 
death, date of death year in decades, state and region found, and UNODC ages. The first set of 
results reports frequencies (Tables 3-11), crosstabulations (Tables 12-20, Table 25, Table 28, 
Table 31, Table 34, Table 37), Chi-Square analyses (Tables 21-23, Table 26, Table 29, Table 32, 
Table 35, Tables 38-40), and Cramer’s V values (Tables 24, 27, 30, 33, 36), and give a 
significance (p) value for all 225 individuals in the data set. The second set of results reports 
frequencies (Tables 41-49), crosstabulations (Tables 50-58, 63, 66, 70, 73), Chi-Square analyses 
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(Tables 59-61, 64, 67-68, 71, 74-76), and Cramer’s V values (Tables 62, 65, 69, 72) and give a 
significance (p) value for only the 127 individuals in the data set with a known cause of death. 
The third set of results compares percentages of cause of death to percentages of the homicide 
mechanisms reported by the UNODC and illustrates the infographic of homicide mechanisms 
worldwide from the Global Study on Homicide published by the UNODC in 2019 (Figure 5) in 
comparison to pie charts (Figures 3, 4, 6) of cause of death created using SPSS version 24.0 from 
the data extracted from the FDB. Following the pie charts are single proportion tests (Tables 77-
93) run using PAST version 3.09 (Hammer et al., 2001) testing the proportion between the 
hypothetical (UNODC) proportions and the known (FDB) proportions. The layout of this section 
will begin with all of the results for all 225 individuals in the sample, followed by all of the 
results for the 127 individuals in the sample with a known cause of death, ending with the pie 
charts and univariate single proportion tests. 
225 Individuals 
 The following tables illustrate statistical analyses including frequencies, crosstabulations, 
Chi-Square Analyses, and Cramer’s V for all 225 individuals in the FDB data set including those 
without a known cause of death. 
Frequency Distributions 
Table 3 displays the raw numbers and percentages of males and females in the data set. 
Table 4 shows the raw numbers and percentages of African-Americans and European-Americans 
in the data set. Table 5 illustrates the raw numbers and percentages of cause of death. This table 
clearly shows that other unknown causes of death were the most common, followed by firearms, 
while homicide by sharp force trauma occurred the least. Table 6 shows raw numbers and 
percentages of males and females for both African-American and European-American ancestries. 
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The data shows that the majority of the sample is comprised of European-American males, while 
African-American males make up the least amount of the data set demographically. Table 7 
shows the raw numbers and percentages of individuals found in each state which highlights that 
approximately 1/5 of the victims were discovered in Tennessee. Table 8 illustrates the raw 
numbers and percentages of individuals found in specified regions of the United States. The 
majority of the victims were discovered in the Southeast. Table 9 displays the raw numbers and 
percentages of date of death year grouped by decades for individuals in the data set. While 40% 
of the victims do not have a known date of death year, 48.5% of them died in the 1970s and 
1980s. Table 10 shows the raw numbers and percentages of only the individuals who fall within 
the two age ranges given by the UNODC. Table 11 displays the raw numbers and percentages of 
individuals who fall within the two age ranges given by the UNODC as well as those individuals 
who do not fall within the two age ranges. 
Table 3. Frequency Distribution for Sex 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid MALE 119 52.9 52.9 52.9 
FEMALE 106 47.1 47.1 100.0 
Total 225 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 4. Frequency Distribution for Ancestry 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid AFRICAN-AMERICAN 59 26.2 26.2 26.2 
EUROPEAN-
AMERICAN 
166 73.8 73.8 100.0 
Total 225 100.0 100.0  
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Table 5. Frequency Distribution for Cause of Death 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid FIREARM 67 29.8 29.8 29.8 
SHARP FORCE 21 9.3 9.3 39.1 
OTHER KNOWN 39 17.3 17.3 56.4 
OTHER UNKNOWN 98 43.6 43.6 100.0 
Total 225 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 6. Frequency Distribution for Sex and Ancestry 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid AFRICAN-AMERICAN MALE 29 12.9 12.9 12.9 
AFRICAN-AMERICAN 
FEMALE 
30 13.3 13.3 26.2 
EUROPEAN-AMERICAN 
MALE 
90 40.0 40.0 66.2 
EUROPEAN-AMERICAN 
FEMALE 
76 33.8 33.8 100.0 
Total 225 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 7. Frequency Distribution for State Found 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid AK 2 .9 .9 .9 
AL 5 2.2 2.2 3.1 
AZ 1 .4 .4 3.6 
CA 9 4.0 4.0 7.6 
CO 3 1.3 1.3 8.9 
CT 1 .4 .4 9.3 
DC 2 .9 .9 10.2 
DE 1 .4 .4 10.7 
FL 18 8.0 8.0 18.7 
GA 3 1.3 1.3 20.0 
HI 1 .4 .4 20.4 
ID 3 1.3 1.3 21.8 
IL 1 .4 .4 22.2 
IN 2 .9 .9 23.1 
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KY 2 .9 .9 24.0 
LA 20 8.9 8.9 32.9 
MA 6 2.7 2.7 35.6 
MD 11 4.9 4.9 40.4 
MI 1 .4 .4 40.9 
MO 5 2.2 2.2 43.1 
MS 5 2.2 2.2 45.3 
MT 2 .9 .9 46.2 
NC 1 .4 .4 46.7 
NJ 2 .9 .9 47.6 
NM 6 2.7 2.7 50.2 
NV 1 .4 .4 50.7 
NY 12 5.3 5.3 56.0 
OH 4 1.8 1.8 57.8 
PA 4 1.8 1.8 59.6 
SC 12 5.3 5.3 64.9 
TN 48 21.3 21.3 86.2 
TX 6 2.7 2.7 88.9 
VA 13 5.8 5.8 94.7 
WA 4 1.8 1.8 96.4 
WI 2 .9 .9 97.3 
WV 6 2.7 2.7 100.0 
Total 225 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Table 8. Frequency Distribution for Region Found 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid WEST 25 11.1 11.1 11.1 
MIDWEST 15 6.7 6.7 17.8 
NORTHEAST 36 16.0 16.0 33.8 
SOUTHWEST 13 5.8 5.8 39.6 
SOUTHEAST 136 60.4 60.4 100.0 
Total 225 100.0 100.0  
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Table 9. Frequency Distribution for Date of Death Year in Decades 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1950S 1 .4 .7 .7 
1960S 10 4.4 7.4 8.1 
1970S 47 20.9 34.8 43.0 
1980S 62 27.6 45.9 88.9 
1990S 15 6.7 11.1 100.0 
Total 135 60.0 100.0  
Missing System 90 40.0   
Total 225 100.0   
 
Table 10. Frequency Distribution for UNODC Ages 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 15-29 113 50.2 63.5 63.5 
30-44 65 28.9 36.5 100.0 
Total 178 79.1 100.0  
Missing System 47 20.9   
Total 225 100.0   
 
 
Table 11. Frequency Distribution for UNODC Ages Including Out of Age Range 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 15-29 113 50.2 50.2 50.2 
30-44 65 28.9 28.9 79.1 
NOT WITHIN AGE RANGES 47 20.9 20.9 100.0 
Total 225 100.0 100.0  
  
Crosstabulations 
 Table 12 illustrates the crosstabulation between cause of death and ancestry. Both 
European-American and African-American individuals were victims of other unknown causes of 
death the most, followed by firearms. Table 13 displays the crosstabulation between cause of 
death and sex and ancestry. The majority of African-American and European-American females 
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were victims of other unknown causes of death. The majority of European-American males were 
victims of firearms. African-American males were victims of other unknown causes of death and 
firearms equally. Table 14 shows the crosstabulation between cause of death and sex. The 
majority of females were victims of other unknown causes of death, while the majority of males 
were victims of firearms. Table 15 illustrates the crosstabulation between cause of death and 
individuals who fall within the two age ranges given by the UNODC. Table 16 displays the 
crosstabulation between cause of death and individuals who fall within the two age ranges given 
by the UNODC as well as those individuals who do not fall within the two age ranges. Table 17 
shows the crosstabulation between date of death year grouped by decades and cause of death. 
Table 18 displays the crosstabulation between date of death year grouped by decades and 
ancestry. Table 19 illustrates the crosstabulation between specified region in the United States 
where individuals were found and ancestry. Table 20 shows the crosstabulation between 
specified region in the United States where individuals were found and cause of death. 
Table 12. Cause of Death * Ancestry Crosstabulation 
Count   
 
ANCESTRY 
Total AFRICAN-AMERICAN 
EUROPEAN-
AMERICAN 
COD FIREARM 15 52 67 
SHARP FORCE 5 16 21 
OTHER KNOWN 9 30 39 
OTHER UNKNOWN 30 68 98 
Total 59 166 225 
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Table 13. Cause of Death * Sex and Ancestry Crosstabulation 
Count   
 
SEX AND ANCESTRY 
Total 
AFRICAN-
AMERICAN 
MALE 
AFRICAN-
AMERICAN 
FEMALE 
EUROPEAN-
AMERICAN 
MALE 
EUROPEAN-
AMERICAN 
FEMALE 
COD FIREARM 12 3 39 13 67 
SHARP FORCE 2 3 8 8 21 
OTHER KNOWN 3 6 12 18 39 
OTHER UNKNOWN 12 18 31 37 98 
Total 29 30 90 76 225 
 
Table 14. Cause of Death * Sex Crosstabulation 
Count   
 
SEX 
Total MALE FEMALE 
COD FIREARM 51 16 67 
SHARP FORCE 10 11 21 
OTHER KNOWN 15 24 39 
OTHER UNKNOWN 43 55 98 
Total 119 106 225 
 
Table 15. Cause of Death * UNODC Ages Crosstabulation 
Count   
 
UNODC AGES ONLY 
Total 15-29 30-44 
COD FIREARM 28 23 51 
SHARP FORCE 13 3 16 
OTHER KNOWN 23 8 31 
OTHER UNKNOWN 49 31 80 
Total 113 65 178 
 
 
 
 
25 
 
Table 16. Cause of Death * UNODC Ages Including Out of Age 
Range Crosstabulation 
Count   
 
UNODC AGES 
Total 15-29 30-44 
NOT WITHIN 
AGE RANGES 
COD FIREARM 28 23 16 67 
SHARP FORCE 13 3 5 21 
OTHER KNOWN 23 8 8 39 
OTHER UNKNOWN 49 31 18 98 
Total 113 65 47 225 
 
Table 17. Date of Death Year in Decades * Cause of Death Crosstabulation 
Count   
 
COD 
Total FIREARM SHARP FORCE 
OTHER 
KNOWN 
OTHER 
UNKNOWN 
DOD YR 10 1950S 1 0 0 0 1 
1960S 5 1 0 4 10 
1970S 15 4 9 19 47 
1980S 14 7 11 30 62 
1990S 3 3 2 7 15 
Total 38 15 22 60 135 
 
Table 18. Date of Death Year in Decades * Ancestry 
Crosstabulation 
Count   
 
ANCESTRY 
Total AFRICAN-AMERICAN 
EUROPEAN-
AMERICAN 
DOD YR 10 1950S 0 1 1 
1960S 3 7 10 
1970S 7 40 47 
1980S 9 53 62 
1990S 9 6 15 
Total 28 107 135 
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Table 19. Region Found * Ancestry Crosstabulation 
Count   
 
ANCESTRY 
Total 
AFRICAN-
AMERICAN 
EUROPEAN-
AMERICAN 
REGION WEST 2 23 25 
MIDWEST 4 11 15 
NORTHEAST 8 28 36 
SOUTHWEST 1 12 13 
SOUTHEAST 44 92 136 
Total 59 166 225 
 
Table 20. Region Found * Cause of Death Crosstabulation 
Count   
 
COD 
Total FIREARM SHARP FORCE 
OTHER 
KNOWN 
OTHER 
UNKNOWN 
REGION WEST 11 2 4 8 25 
MIDWEST 2 4 2 7 15 
NORTHEAST 6 6 8 16 36 
SOUTHWEST 8 0 1 4 13 
SOUTHEAST 40 9 24 63 136 
Total 67 21 39 98 225 
 
Chi-Square Analyses and Cramer’s V 
 Table 21 illustrates the Chi-Square analysis between sex and ancestry (p=.503). Table 22 
demonstrates the Chi-Square analysis between cause of death and ancestry (p=.626). Table 23 
shows the Chi-Square analysis between cause of death and sex (p < .001). Table 24 displays the 
Cramer’s V statistic illustrating the strength of association between cause of death and sex 
(V=.307). Table 25 illustrates the expected and observed counts for cause of death and sex. Table 
26 shows the Chi-Square analysis between region found and cause of death (p=.041). Table 27 
displays the Cramer’s V statistic illustrating the strength of association between region found and 
cause of death (V=.310). Table 28 illustrates the expected and observed counts for region found 
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and cause of death. Table 29 displays the Chi-Square analysis between region found and ancestry 
(p=.049). Table 30 shows the Cramer’s V statistic illustrating the strength of association between 
region found and ancestry (V=.206). Table 31 illustrates the expected and observed counts for 
region found and ancestry. Table 32 displays the Chi-Square analysis between region found and 
date of death year in decades (p=.004). Table 33 shows the Cramer’s V statistic illustrating the 
strength of the association between region found and date of death year in decades (V=.512). 
Table 34 illustrates the expected and observed counts for region found and date of death year in 
decades. Table 35 displays the Chi-Square analysis between date of death year in decades and 
ancestry (p=.001). Table 36 shows the Cramer’s V statistics illustrating the strength of the 
association between date of death year in decades and ancestry (V=.379). Table 37 illustrates the 
expected and observed counts for date of death year in decades and ancestry. Table 38 displays 
the Chi-Square analysis between date of death year in decades and cause of death (p=.670). 
Table 39 shows the Chi-Square analysis between cause of death and individuals who fall within 
the two age ranges given by the UNODC (p=.138). Table 40 illustrates the Chi-Square analysis 
between cause of death and individuals who fall within the two age ranges given by the UNODC 
as well as those individuals who do not fall within the two age ranges (p=.398). 
Table 21. Chi-Square Analysis of Sex and Ancestry 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value Df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-
sided) 
Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 
Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square .448a 1 .503   
Continuity Correctionb .268 1 .605   
Likelihood Ratio .448 1 .504   
Fisher's Exact Test    .545 .302 
Linear-by-Linear Association .446 1 .504   
N of Valid Cases 225     
a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 27.80. 
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b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 
 
Table 22. Chi-Square Analysis of Cause of Death and 
Ancestry 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-
sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 1.748a 3 .626 
Likelihood Ratio 1.740 3 .628 
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.367 1 .242 
N of Valid Cases 225   
a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected 
count is 5.51. 
 
Table 23. Chi-Square Analysis of Cause of Death and Sex 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-
sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 21.197a 3 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 22.087 3 .000 
Linear-by-Linear Association 16.190 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 225   
a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected 
count is 9.89. 
 
The Chi-Square analysis of cause of death and sex was found to be significant with a p 
value of .000 (Table 23).  
Table 24. Cramer’s V Value Showing the Strength of 
Association Between Cause of Death and Sex 
Symmetric Measures 
 Value 
Approximate 
Significance 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .307 .000 
Cramer's V .307 .000 
N of Valid Cases 225  
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Table 25. Cause of Death * Sex Crosstabulation Showing Expected 
and Observed Counts 
 
SEX 
Total MALE FEMALE 
COD FIREARM Count 51 16 67 
Expected Count 35.4 31.6 67.0 
SHARP FORCE Count 10 11 21 
Expected Count 11.1 9.9 21.0 
OTHER KNOWN Count 15 24 39 
Expected Count 20.6 18.4 39.0 
OTHER UNKNOWN Count 43 55 98 
Expected Count 51.8 46.2 98.0 
Total Count 119 106 225 
Expected Count 119.0 106.0 225.0 
 
Table 26. Chi-Square Analysis of Region Found and 
Cause of Death 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-
sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 21.686a 12 .041 
Likelihood Ratio 20.771 12 .054 
Linear-by-Linear Association .805 1 .370 
N of Valid Cases 225   
a. 9 cells (45.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 
expected count is 1.21. 
 
The Chi-Square analysis of region found and cause of death was found to be significant 
with a p value of .041 (Table 26).  
 
 
 
30 
 
Table 27. Cramer’s V Value Showing the Strength of 
Association Between Region Found and Cause of Death 
Symmetric Measures 
 Value 
Approximate 
Significance 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .310 .041 
Cramer's V .179 .041 
N of Valid Cases 225  
 
Table 28. Region Found * Cause of Death Crosstabulation Showing Expected and Observed 
Counts 
 
COD 
Total FIREARM SHARP FORCE 
OTHER 
KNOWN 
OTHER 
UNKNOWN 
REGION WEST Count 11 2 4 8 25 
Expected Count 7.4 2.3 4.3 10.9 25.0 
MIDWEST Count 2 4 2 7 15 
Expected Count 4.5 1.4 2.6 6.5 15.0 
NORTHEAST Count 6 6 8 16 36 
Expected Count 10.7 3.4 6.2 15.7 36.0 
SOUTHWEST Count 8 0 1 4 13 
Expected Count 3.9 1.2 2.3 5.7 13.0 
SOUTHEAST Count 40 9 24 63 136 
Expected Count 40.5 12.7 23.6 59.2 136.0 
Total Count 67 21 39 98 225 
Expected Count 67.0 21.0 39.0 98.0 225.0 
 
Table 29. Chi-Square Analysis of Region Found and Ancestry 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 9.540a 4 .049 
Likelihood Ratio 11.166 4 .025 
Linear-by-Linear Association 6.120 1 .013 
N of Valid Cases 225   
a. 2 cells (20.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected 
count is 3.41. 
 
31 
 
The Chi-Square analysis for region found and ancestry was found to be significant with a 
p value of .049 (Table 29).  
Table 30. Cramer’s V Value Showing the Strength of 
Association Between Region Found and Ancestry 
Symmetric Measures 
 Value 
Approximate 
Significance 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .206 .049 
Cramer's V .206 .049 
N of Valid Cases 225  
 
Table 31. Region Found * Ancestry Crosstabulation Showing Expected and 
Observed Counts 
 
ANCESTRY 
Total 
AFRICAN-
AMERICAN 
EUROPEAN-
AMERICAN 
REGION WEST Count 2 23 25 
Expected Count 6.6 18.4 25.0 
MIDWEST Count 4 11 15 
Expected Count 3.9 11.1 15.0 
NORTHEAST Count 8 28 36 
Expected Count 9.4 26.6 36.0 
SOUTHWEST Count 1 12 13 
Expected Count 3.4 9.6 13.0 
SOUTHEAST Count 44 92 136 
Expected Count 35.7 100.3 136.0 
Total Count 59 166 225 
Expected Count 59.0 166.0 225.0 
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Table 32. Chi-Square Analysis of Region Found and 
Date of Death Year in Decades 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value Df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-
sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 35.096a 16 .004 
Likelihood Ratio 30.730 16 .015 
Linear-by-Linear Association 3.571 1 .059 
N of Valid Cases 134   
a. 17 cells (68.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 
expected count is .06. 
 
Chi-Square analysis for region found and date of death year in decades was found to be 
significant with a p value of .004 (Table 32).   
Table 33. Cramer’s V Value Showing the Strength of 
Association Between Region Found and Date of Death 
Year in Decades 
Symmetric Measures 
 Value 
Approximate 
Significance 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .512 .004 
Cramer's V .256 .004 
N of Valid Cases 134  
 
Table 34. Region Found * Date of Death Year in Decades Crosstabulation Showing Expected and 
Observed Counts 
 
DOD YR 10 
Total 1950S 1960S 1970S 1980S 1990S 
REGION WEST Count 1 2 8 3 1 15 
Expected Count .1 1.1 5.3 6.9 1.6 15.0 
MIDWEST Count 0 2 2 2 4 10 
Expected Count .1 .7 3.5 4.6 1.0 10.0 
NORTHEAST Count 0 1 5 14 0 20 
Expected Count .1 1.5 7.0 9.3 2.1 20.0 
SOUTHWEST Count 0 1 5 2 0 8 
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Expected Count .1 .6 2.8 3.7 .8 8.0 
SOUTHEAST Count 0 4 27 41 9 81 
Expected Count .6 6.0 28.4 37.5 8.5 81.0 
Total Count 1 10 47 62 14 134 
Expected Count 1.0 10.0 47.0 62.0 14.0 134.0 
 
Table 35. Chi-Square Analysis of Date of Death Year in 
Decades and Ancestry 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value Df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-
sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 19.263a 4 .001 
Likelihood Ratio 15.978 4 .003 
Linear-by-Linear Association 4.113 1 .043 
N of Valid Cases 134   
a. 4 cells (40.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 
expected count is .21. 
 
The Chi-Square analysis for date of death year in decades and ancestry was found to be 
significant with a p value of .001 (Table 35). 
Table 36. Cramer’s V Value Showing the Strength of 
Association Between Date of Death Year in Decades 
and Ancestry 
Symmetric Measures 
 Value 
Approximate 
Significance 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .379 .001 
Cramer's V .379 .001 
N of Valid Cases 134  
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Table 37. Date of Death Year in Decades * Ancestry Crosstabulation 
Showing Expected and Observed Counts 
 
ANCESTRY 
Total 
AFRICAN-
AMERICAN 
EUROPEAN-
AMERICAN 
DOD YR 10 1950S Count 0 1 1 
Expected Count .2 .8 1.0 
1960S Count 3 7 10 
Expected Count 2.1 7.9 10.0 
1970S Count 7 40 47 
Expected Count 9.8 37.2 47.0 
1980S Count 9 53 62 
Expected Count 13.0 49.0 62.0 
1990S Count 9 5 14 
Expected Count 2.9 11.1 14.0 
Total Count 28 106 134 
Expected Count 28.0 106.0 134.0 
 
 
Table 38. Chi-Square Analysis of Date of Death Year in 
Decades and Cause of Death 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value Df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 9.388a 12 .670 
Likelihood Ratio 10.518 12 .571 
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.440 1 .118 
N of Valid Cases 134   
a. 11 cells (55.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected 
count is .11. 
 
 
 
 
 
35 
 
Table 39. Chi-Square Analysis of Cause of Death and 
UNODC Ages 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value Df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-
sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 5.505a 3 .138 
Likelihood Ratio 5.780 3 .123 
Linear-by-Linear Association .250 1 .617 
N of Valid Cases 178   
a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected 
count is 5.84. 
 
Table 40. Chi-Square Analysis of Cause of Death and 
UNODC Ages Including Out of Age Range 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value Df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-
sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 6.227a 6 .398 
Likelihood Ratio 6.629 6 .357 
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.056 1 .304 
N of Valid Cases 225   
a. 1 cells (8.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 
expected count is 4.39. 
 
127 Individuals 
The following tables illustrate statistical analyses including frequencies, crosstabs, Chi-
Square analyses, and Cramer’s V for only the 127 individuals in the data set with a known cause 
of death. 
Frequency Distributions 
 Table 41 displays the numbers and percentage of males and females in the data set. There 
are more males than females in the data set. Table 42 shows numbers and percentage of African-
36 
 
Americans and European-Americans in the data set. There are more European-Americans than 
African-Americans in the data set. Table 43 illustrates the numbers and percentage of cause of 
death. Firearms was the most common cause of death, and homicides by sharp force trauma 
occurred the least. Table 44 shows numbers and percentages of males and females for both 
African-American and European-American ancestries. The majority of the data individuals are 
European-American males, while African-American females comprise the least amount of the 
demographics. Table 45 shows the numbers and percentages of individuals found in each state. 
Approximately 1/6 of the victims were discovered in Tennessee. Table 46 illustrates the numbers 
and percentages of individuals found in specified regions of the United States. The majority of 
the victims were discovered in the Southeast. Table 47 displays the numbers and percentages of 
date of death year grouped by decades for individuals in the data set. While 40.9% of the 
individuals do not have a known date of death year, 47.2% of them died in the 1970s and 1980s. 
Table 48 shows the number and percentages of only the individuals who fall within the two age 
ranges given by the UNODC. Table 49 displays the numbers and percentages of individuals who 
fall within the two age ranges given by the UNODC as well as those individuals who do not fall 
within the two age ranges. 
Table 41. Frequency Distribution for Sex 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid MALE 76 59.8 59.8 59.8 
FEMALE 51 40.2 40.2 100.0 
Total 127 100.0 100.0  
.  
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Table 42. Frequency Distribution for Ancestry 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid AFRICAN-AMERICAN 29 22.8 22.8 22.8 
EUROPEAN-
AMERICAN 
98 77.2 77.2 100.0 
Total 127 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 43. Frequency Distribution for Cause of Death 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid FIREARM 67 52.8 52.8 52.8 
SHARP FORCE 21 16.5 16.5 69.3 
OTHER KNOWN 39 30.7 30.7 100.0 
Total 127 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 44. Frequency Distribution for Sex and Ancestry 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid AFRICAN-AMERICAN 
MALE 
17 13.4 13.4 13.4 
AFRICAN-AMERICAN 
FEMALE 
12 9.4 9.4 22.8 
EUROPEAN-AMERICAN 
MALE 
59 46.5 46.5 69.3 
EUROPEAN-AMERICAN 
FEMALE 
39 30.7 30.7 100.0 
Total 127 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 45. Frequency Distribution for State Found 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid AK 1 .8 .8 .8 
AL 3 2.4 2.4 3.1 
CA 5 3.9 3.9 7.1 
CO 3 2.4 2.4 9.4 
DC 1 .8 .8 10.2 
FL 14 11.0 11.0 21.3 
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GA 3 2.4 2.4 23.6 
ID 3 2.4 2.4 26.0 
IN 1 .8 .8 26.8 
KY 1 .8 .8 27.6 
LA 6 4.7 4.7 32.3 
MA 3 2.4 2.4 34.6 
MD 8 6.3 6.3 40.9 
MO 3 2.4 2.4 43.3 
MS 2 1.6 1.6 44.9 
MT 2 1.6 1.6 46.5 
NC 1 .8 .8 47.2 
NJ 1 .8 .8 48.0 
NM 4 3.1 3.1 51.2 
NV 1 .8 .8 52.0 
NY 4 3.1 3.1 55.1 
OH 3 2.4 2.4 57.5 
PA 4 3.1 3.1 60.6 
SC 7 5.5 5.5 66.1 
TN 22 17.3 17.3 83.5 
TX 5 3.9 3.9 87.4 
VA 8 6.3 6.3 93.7 
WA 2 1.6 1.6 95.3 
WI 1 .8 .8 96.1 
WV 5 3.9 3.9 100.0 
Total 127 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 46. Frequency Distribution for Region Found 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid WEST 17 13.4 13.4 13.4 
MIDWEST 8 6.3 6.3 19.7 
NORTHEAST 20 15.7 15.7 35.4 
SOUTHWEST 9 7.1 7.1 42.5 
SOUTHEAST 73 57.5 57.5 100.0 
Total 127 100.0 100.0  
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 It is important to note that the state that the most victims were discovered in, that is, 
Tennessee, is in the Southeast, providing yet another sampling bias in that the FDB cannot 
accurately indicate which region has the most homicides. 
Table 47. Frequency Distribution for Date of Death Year in Decades 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1950S 1 .8 1.3 1.3 
1960S 6 4.7 8.0 9.3 
1970S 28 22.0 37.3 46.7 
1980S 32 25.2 42.7 89.3 
1990S 8 6.3 10.7 100.0 
Total 75 59.1 100.0  
Missing System 52 40.9   
Total 127 100.0   
 
Table 48. Frequency Distribution for UNODC Ages 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 15-29 64 65.3 65.3 65.3 
30-44 34 34.7 34.7 100.0 
Total 98 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 49. Frequency Distribution for UNODC Ages Including Out 
of Age Range 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 15-29 64 50.4 65.3 65.3 
30-44 34 26.8 34.7 100.0 
Total 98 77.2 100.0  
Missing System 29 22.8   
Total 127 100.0   
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Crosstabulations 
 Table 50 illustrates the crosstabulation between cause of death and ancestry. Both 
European-American and African-American individuals were victims of firearms the most. Table 
51 displays the crosstabulation between cause of death and sex and ancestry. Firearms were the 
most often occurring cause of death for both European-American males and African-American 
males. Other unknown causes of death accounted for both European-American and African-
American females the most. Table 52 shows the crosstabulation between cause of death and sex. 
The majority of females were victims of other known causes of death. The majority of males 
were victims of firearms. Table 53 illustrates the crosstabulation between cause of death and 
individuals who fall within the two age ranges given by the UNODC. Table 54 displays the 
crosstabulation between cause of death and individuals who fall within the two age ranges given 
by the UNODC as well as those individuals who do not fall within the two age ranges. Table 55 
shows the crosstabulation between date of death year grouped by decades and cause of death. 
Table 56 displays the crosstabulation between date of death year grouped by decades and 
ancestry. Table 57 illustrates the crosstabulation between specified region in the United States 
where individuals were found and ancestry. Table 58 shows the crosstabulation between 
specified region in the United States where individuals were found and cause of death. 
Table 50. Cause of Death * Ancestry Crosstabulation 
Count   
 
ANCESTRY 
Total 
AFRICAN-
AMERICAN 
EUROPEAN-
AMERICAN 
COD FIREARM 15 52 67 
SHARP FORCE 5 16 21 
OTHER KNOWN 9 30 39 
Total 29 98 127 
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Table 51. Cause of Death * Sex and Ancestry Crosstabulation 
Count   
 
SEX AND ANCESTRY 
Total 
AFRICAN-
AMERICAN 
MALE 
AFRICAN-
AMERICAN 
FEMALE 
EUROPEAN-
AMERICAN 
MALE 
EUROPEAN-
AMERICAN 
FEMALE 
COD FIREARM 12 3 39 13 67 
SHARP FORCE 2 3 8 8 21 
OTHER KNOWN 3 6 12 18 39 
Total 17 12 59 39 127 
 
Table 52. Cause of Death * Sex Crosstabulation 
Count   
 
SEX 
Total MALE FEMALE 
COD FIREARM 51 16 67 
SHARP FORCE 10 11 21 
OTHER KNOWN 15 24 39 
Total 76 51 127 
 
Table 53. Cause of Death * UNODC Ages 
Crosstabulation 
Count   
 
UNODC AGES ONLY 
Total 15-29 30-44 
COD FIREARM 28 23 51 
SHARP FORCE 13 3 16 
OTHER KNOWN 23 8 31 
Total 64 34 98 
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Table 54. Cause of Death * UNODC Ages Including Out of Age 
Range Crosstabulation 
Count   
 
UNODC AGES 
Total 15-29 30-44 
NOT WITHIN 
AGE RANGES 
COD FIREARM 28 23 16 67 
SHARP FORCE 13 3 5 21 
OTHER KNOWN 23 8 8 39 
Total 64 34 29 127 
 
Table 55. Date of Death Year in Decades * Cause of Death 
Crosstabulation 
Count   
 
COD 
Total FIREARM SHARP FORCE OTHER KNOWN 
DOD YR 10 1950S 1 0 0 1 
1960S 5 1 0 6 
1970S 15 4 9 28 
1980S 14 7 11 32 
1990S 3 3 2 8 
Total 38 15 22 75 
 
Table 56. Date of Death Year in Decades * Ancestry 
Crosstabulation 
Count   
 
ANCESTRY 
Total 
AFRICAN-
AMERICAN 
EUROPEAN-
AMERICAN 
DOD YR 10 1950S 0 1 1 
1960S 2 4 6 
1970S 2 26 28 
1980S 3 29 32 
1990S 5 3 8 
Total 12 63 75 
 
 
43 
 
Table 57. Region Found * Ancestry Crosstabulation 
Count   
 
ANCESTRY 
Total 
AFRICAN-
AMERICAN 
EUROPEAN-
AMERICAN 
REGION WEST 2 15 17 
MIDWEST 2 6 8 
NORTHEAST 5 15 20 
SOUTHWEST 1 8 9 
SOUTHEAST 19 54 73 
Total 29 98 127 
 
Table 58. Region Found * Cause of Death Crosstabulation 
Count   
 
COD 
Total FIREARM SHARP FORCE 
OTHER 
KNOWN 
REGION WEST 11 2 4 17 
MIDWEST 2 4 2 8 
NORTHEAST 6 6 8 20 
SOUTHWEST 8 0 1 9 
SOUTHEAST 40 9 24 73 
Total 67 21 39 127 
 
Chi-Square Analyses and Cramer’s V 
 Table 59 illustrates the Chi-Square analysis between sex and ancestry (p=.879). Table 60 
demonstrates the Chi-Square analysis between cause of death and ancestry (p=.990). Table 61 
shows the Chi-Square analysis between cause of death and sex (p < .001). Table 62 displays the 
Cramer’s V statistic illustrating the strength of association between cause of death and sex 
(V=.356). Table 63 illustrates the expected and observed rates for cause of death and sex. Table 
64 shows the Chi-Square analysis between region found and cause of death (p=.020). Table 65 
displays the Cramer’s V statistic illustrating the strength of association between region found and 
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cause of death (V=.378). Table 66 illustrates the expected and observed rates for region found 
and cause of death. Table 67 displays the Chi-Square analysis between region found and ancestry 
(p=.666). Table 68 displays the Chi-Square analysis between region found and date of death year 
in decades (p=.006). Table 69 shows the Cramer’s V statistic illustrating the strength of the 
association between region found and date of death year in decades (V=.673). Table 70 
illustrates the expected and observed rates for region found and date of death year in decades. 
Table 71 displays the Chi-Square analysis between date of death year in decades and ancestry 
(p=.002). Table 72 shows the Cramer’s V statistics illustrating the strength of the association 
between date of death year in decades and ancestry (V=.477). Table 73 illustrates the expected 
and observed rates for date of death year in decades and ancestry. Table 74 displays the Chi-
Square analysis between date of death year in decades and cause of death (p=.559). Table 75 
shows the Chi-Square analysis between cause of death and individuals who fall within the two 
age ranges given by the UNODC (p=.070). Table 76 illustrates the Chi-Square analysis between 
cause of death and individuals who fall within the two age ranges given by the UNODC as well 
as those individuals who do not fall within the two age ranges (p=.243). 
Table 59. Chi-Square Analysis of Sex and Ancestry 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value Df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-
sided) 
Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 
Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square .023a 1 .879   
Continuity Correctionb .000 1 1.000   
Likelihood Ratio .023 1 .879   
Fisher's Exact Test    1.000 .522 
Linear-by-Linear Association .023 1 .879   
N of Valid Cases 127     
a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 11.65. 
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table. 
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Table 60. Chi-Square Analysis of Cause of Death and Ancestry 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value Df 
Asymptotic Significance 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square .020a 2 .990 
Likelihood Ratio .020 2 .990 
Linear-by-Linear Association .009 1 .926 
N of Valid Cases 127   
a. 1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected 
count is 4.80. 
 
Table 61. Chi-Square Analysis of Cause of Death and Sex 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value Df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-
sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 16.111a 2 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 16.412 2 .000 
Linear-by-Linear Association 15.316 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 127   
a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected 
count is 8.43. 
 
 The Chi-Square analysis of cause of death and sex was found to be significant with a p 
value of .000 (Table 61). 
Table 62. Cramer’s V Value Showing the Strength of 
Association Between Cause of Death and Sex 
Symmetric Measures 
 Value 
Approximate 
Significance 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .356 .000 
Cramer's V .356 .000 
N of Valid Cases 127  
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Table 63. Cause of Death * Sex Crosstabulation Showing Expected 
and Observed Counts 
 
SEX 
Total MALE FEMALE 
COD FIREARM Count 51 16 67 
Expected Count 40.1 26.9 67.0 
SHARP FORCE Count 10 11 21 
Expected Count 12.6 8.4 21.0 
OTHER KNOWN Count 15 24 39 
Expected Count 23.3 15.7 39.0 
Total Count 76 51 127 
Expected Count 76.0 51.0 127.0 
 
Table 64. Chi-Square Analysis of Region Found and 
Cause of Death 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value Df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-
sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 18.160a 8 .020 
Likelihood Ratio 17.984 8 .021 
Linear-by-Linear Association .000 1 .995 
N of Valid Cases 127   
a. 8 cells (53.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 
expected count is 1.32. 
 
The Chi-Square analysis of region found and cause of death was found to be significant 
with a p value of .020 (Table 64).  
Table 65. Cramer’s V Showing the Strength of 
Association Between Region Found and Cause of Death 
Symmetric Measures 
 Value 
Approximate 
Significance 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .378 .020 
Cramer's V .267 .020 
N of Valid Cases 127  
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Table 66. Region Found * Cause of Death Crosstabulation Showing Expected and 
Observed Counts 
 
COD 
Total FIREARM SHARP FORCE 
OTHER 
KNOWN 
REGION WEST Count 11 2 4 17 
Expected Count 9.0 2.8 5.2 17.0 
MIDWEST Count 2 4 2 8 
Expected Count 4.2 1.3 2.5 8.0 
NORTHEAST Count 6 6 8 20 
Expected Count 10.6 3.3 6.1 20.0 
SOUTHWEST Count 8 0 1 9 
Expected Count 4.7 1.5 2.8 9.0 
SOUTHEAST Count 40 9 24 73 
Expected Count 38.5 12.1 22.4 73.0 
Total Count 67 21 39 127 
Expected Count 67.0 21.0 39.0 127.0 
 
Table 67. Chi-Square Analysis of Region Found and Ancestry 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 2.381a 4 .666 
Likelihood Ratio 2.674 4 .614 
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.055 1 .304 
N of Valid Cases 127   
a. 4 cells (40.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected 
count is 1.83. 
 
Table 68. Chi-Square Analysis of Region Found and Date of 
Death Year in Decades 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-
sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 33.936a 16 .006 
Likelihood Ratio 32.080 16 .010 
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.958 1 .085 
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N of Valid Cases 75   
a. 20 cells (80.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected 
count is .07. 
 
 The Chi-Square analysis of region found and date of death year in decades was found to 
be significant with a p value of .006 (Table 68).  
 
Table 69. Cramer’s V Value Showing the Strength of 
Association Between Region Found and Date of Death 
Year in Decades 
Symmetric Measures 
 Value 
Approximate 
Significance 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .673 .006 
Cramer's V .336 .006 
N of Valid Cases 75  
 
 
Table 70. Region Found * Date of Death Year in Decades Crosstabulation Showing Expected and 
Observed Counts 
 
DOD YR 10 
Total 1950S 1960S 1970S 1980S 1990S 
REGION WEST Count 1 2 6 3 0 12 
Expected Count .2 1.0 4.5 5.1 1.3 12.0 
MIDWEST Count 0 1 1 0 3 5 
Expected Count .1 .4 1.9 2.1 .5 5.0 
NORTHEAST Count 0 0 4 10 0 14 
Expected Count .2 1.1 5.2 6.0 1.5 14.0 
SOUTHWEST Count 0 0 4 1 0 5 
Expected Count .1 .4 1.9 2.1 .5 5.0 
SOUTHEAST Count 0 3 13 18 5 39 
Expected Count .5 3.1 14.6 16.6 4.2 39.0 
Total Count 1 6 28 32 8 75 
Expected Count 1.0 6.0 28.0 32.0 8.0 75.0 
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Table 71. Chi-Square Analysis of Date of Death Year in 
Decades and Ancestry 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value Df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-
sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 17.082a 4 .002 
Likelihood Ratio 13.405 4 .009 
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.950 1 .086 
N of Valid Cases 75   
a. 5 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 
expected count is .16. 
 
 The Chi-Square analysis for data of death year in decades and ancestry was found to be 
significant with a p value of .002 (Table 71).  
Table 72. Cramer’s V Value Showing the Strength of 
Association Between Date of Death Year in Decades and 
Ancestry 
Symmetric Measures 
 Value 
Approximate 
Significance 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .477 .002 
Cramer's V .477 .002 
N of Valid Cases 75  
 
 
Table 73. Date of Death Year in Decades * Ancestry Crosstabulation 
Showing Expected and Observed Counts 
 
ANCESTRY 
Total 
AFRICAN-
AMERICAN 
EUROPEAN-
AMERICAN 
DOD YR 10 1950S Count 0 1 1 
Expected Count .2 .8 1.0 
1960S Count 2 4 6 
Expected Count 1.0 5.0 6.0 
1970S Count 2 26 28 
Expected Count 4.5 23.5 28.0 
1980S Count 3 29 32 
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Expected Count 5.1 26.9 32.0 
1990S Count 5 3 8 
Expected Count 1.3 6.7 8.0 
Total Count 12 63 75 
Expected Count 12.0 63.0 75.0 
 
Table 74. Chi-Square Analysis of Date of Death Year in 
Decades and Cause of Death 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 6.795a 8 .559 
Likelihood Ratio 8.559 8 .381 
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.755 1 .097 
N of Valid Cases 75   
a. 9 cells (60.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected 
count is .20. 
 
Table 75. Chi-Square Analysis of Cause of Death and 
UNODC Ages 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-
sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 5.312a 2 .070 
Likelihood Ratio 5.468 2 .065 
Linear-by-Linear Association 3.643 1 .056 
N of Valid Cases 98   
a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 
expected count is 5.55. 
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Table 76. Chi-Square Analysis of Cause of Death and 
UNODC Ages Including Out of Age Range 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df 
Asymptotic 
Significance (2-
sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 5.461a 4 .243 
Likelihood Ratio 5.643 4 .227 
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.739 1 .187 
N of Valid Cases 127   
a. 1 cells (11.1%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum 
expected count is 4.80. 
 
Pie Charts and Univariate Single Proportion Tests 
Pie Charts 
 Figure 3 displays the pie chart created using Microsoft Excel, 2001 using the numbers for 
homicide mechanisms presented in the UNODC study including victims with unknown homicide 
mechanisms. Figure 4 displays the pie chart created in SPSS version 24.0 using the FDB for the 
225 individuals in the data extracted from the FDB including individuals with unknown causes 
of death. Figure 5 displays the infographic created by the UNODC not including unknown 
homicide mechanisms (2019a). Figure 6 displays the pie chart created in SPSS version 24.0 
using the FDB data for the 127 victims with known cause of death. 
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Figure 3: UNODC Mechanisms of Death Including Unknown Homicide Mechanisms 
 
Figure 4: 225 Individuals from FDB Including Unknown Cause of Death 
 
 
51.50%
238,804
21%
97,183
22.50%
104,341
5%
23,500
UNODC Mechanisms of Death
Firearm
Sharp Force
Other Known
Other
Unknown
53 
 
 
Figure 5: UNODC Mechanisms of Death Infographic for all Known Homicide Mechanisms Globally 
 
Figure 6: 127 Individuals from FDB with Known Causes of Death 
 
Univariate Single Proportion Tests 
 A p value of greater than .05 (p > .05) means that there is no significant statistical 
difference between the observed and hypothetical proportions. 
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 Tables 77-80 illustrate the observed and hypothetical proportions for the entire data set 
population of 225 individuals, with the proportions being taken from Figure 3 and Figure 4. 
Table 77 illustrates the observed and hypothetical proportions for firearm homicides 
(p=7.0809E-11). Table 78 illustrates the observed and hypothetical proportions for sharp force 
trauma homicides (p=1.7256E-05). Table 79 illustrates the observed and hypothetical 
proportions for sharp other known causes of death (p=.063294). Table 80 illustrates the observed 
and hypothetical proportions for other unknown causes of death (p=3.4577E-155). 
 Table 81-83 illustrate observed and hypothetical proportions for only the 127 individuals 
in this study that have a known cause of death, with the proportions being taken from Figure 5 
and Figure 6. Table 81 illustrated the observed and hypothetical proportions for firearm 
homicides (p=.77919). Table 82 illustrates the observed and hypothetical proportions for sharp 
force trauma homicides (p=.13744). Table 83 illustrates the observed and hypothetical 
proportions for other known causes of death (p=.076633). 
Table 77. Single Proportion Test for Firearm Homicides for 225 Individuals 
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Table 78. Singe Proportion Test for Sharp Force Homicides for 225 Individuals 
 
Table 79. Single Proportion Test for Other Known Causes of Death for 225 Individuals 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 80. Single Proportion Test for Other Unknown Causes of Death for 225 Individuals 
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Table 81. Single Proportion Test for Firearm Homicides for 127 Individuals 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 82. Single Proportion Test for Sharp Force Trauma for 127 Individuals 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 83. Single Proportion Test for Other Known Causes of Death for 127 Individuals 
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Tables 84-87 illustrate the observed and hypothetical proportions for the entire data set 
population of 225 individuals as well as the 127 individuals with a known cause of death, only 
including individuals fall within the age ranges of 15-29 and 30-44. Table 84 illustrates the 
observed and hypothetical proportions of individuals of the total data set who fall within the 15-
29 age range (p=5.2591E-10). Table 85 illustrates the observed and hypothetical proportions of 
individuals of the data set who fall within the 30-44 age range (p=2.1276). Table 86 illustrates 
the observed and hypothetical proportions of individuals of the 127 victims with a known cause 
of death who fall within the age range of 15-29 (p=3.8541E-07). Table 87 illustrates the 
observed and hypothetical proportions of individuals of the 127 victims with a known cause of 
death who fall within the age range of 30-44 (p=.24775). Table 88-91 illustrate the observed and 
hypothetical proportions for the entire data set population of 225 individuals as well as the 127 
individuals with a  known cause of death, for individuals who fall within the age ranges of 15-29 
and 30-44 as well as individuals who do not fall into the two age ranges. Table 88 illustrates the 
observed and hypothetical proportions of individuals of the total data set who fall within the 15-
29 age range, taking into account individuals who do not fall into either of the two age ranges 
(p=.029148). Table 89 illustrates the observed and hypothetical proportions of individuals of the 
data set who fall within the 30-44 age range, taking into account individuals who do not fall into 
either of the two age ranges (p=.7188). Table 90 illustrates the observed and hypothetical 
proportions of individuals of the 127 victims with a known cause of death who fall within the 15-
29 age range, taking into account individuals who do not fall into either of the two age ranges 
(p=.092092). Table 91 illustrates the observed and hypothetical proportions of individuals of the 
127 victims with a known cause of death who fall within the 30-44 age range, taking into 
account individuals who do not fall into either of the two age ranges (p=.43132). 
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Table 84. Single Proportion Test for 225 Individuals Between 15-29 Including Only Age 
Ranges 
 
 
Table 85. Single Proportion Test for 225 Individuals Between 30-44 Including Only Age 
Ranges 
 
 
Table 86. Single Proportion Test for 127 Individuals Between 15-29 Including Only Age 
Ranges 
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Table 87. Single Proportion Test for 127 Individuals Between 30-44 Including Only Age 
Ranges 
 
 
Table 88. Single Proportion Test for 225 Individuals Between 15-29 Including All Ages 
 
 
Table 89. Single Proportion Test for 225 Individuals Between 30-44 Including All Ages 
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Table 90. Single Proportion Test for 127 Individuals Between 15-29 Including All Ages 
 
 
Table 91. Single Proportion Test for 127 Individuals Between 30-44 Including All Ages 
 
 
Table 92 illustrates the observed and hypothetical proportions for males with the 
hypothetical portion coming from the 2014 UNODC study information on homicide rates in the 
Americas in 2012 (p=1.0555E-06). Table 93 illustrates the observed and hypothetical 
proportions for males with the hypothetical proportion coming from the 2019 UNODC study 
information on homicide rates globally in 2017 (p=1.129E-09). 
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Table 92. Single Proportion Test Comparing FDB and 2012 Male Homicide Percentages 
for the Americas 
 
 
Table 93. Single Proportion Test Comparing FDB and 2017 Male Homicide Percentages 
Globally 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 As seen in Table 3 and Table 41, there were more males than females in the sample used, 
which can be interpreted as males are victims of homicide more often than females are. This 
interpretation is consistent with the UNODC 2019 Global Study on Homicide which states that 
for almost all 132 countries analyzed in their study the male homicide rate was higher than the 
female homicide rate in 2017. Additionally, men accounted for more of the victims of homicide 
that died in the Americas in 2012 (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2014). Therefore, 
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it can be concluded that the FDB is valid in indicating which sex is more likely to be a victim of 
homicide, confirming the expectation posed at the beginning of this research that there is a 
difference in homicide rates between males and females. However, compared to research 
produced by the UNODC, the FDB does not accurately reflect the proportion of male homicide 
victims in comparison to male homicide proportions in the Americas in 2012, and male homicide 
proportions globally in 2017 (p < .05). (Tables 92-93). 
 If homicide affected European-Americans and African-Americans equally, then 11.1% of 
the individuals in the FDB should be African-American, and 85.84% should be European-
American (Table 2). However, both the percentages for the 225 individuals and the 127 
individuals are higher for African-American victims and lower for European-American victims 
than what would be expected (Table 4, Table 42) based on the results in Table 2, indicating the 
African-Americans are victims of homicide more frequently than what would be expected if 
homicide affected both ancestries equally. 
There were more European-Americans in the data set (Table 4, Table 42), which could 
possibly indicate that European-Americans are victims of homicide more frequently that 
African-Americans are. However, this is most likely a sampling bias as these results conflict with 
the study conducted in 1980 by Farley, and in 2003 by Fox and Zawitz, stating that “nonwhite” 
and African-American individuals are more likely to be victims of homicide, respectively. Based 
on the results in this study, the expectation that there is a difference in homicide rates between 
ancestries is true; however, it conflicts with previous studies conducted on larger scales. In this 
regard, the FDB is not a good indicator for examining homicide rates of different ancestries. 
 Without factoring in the 98 individuals who do not have a known cause of death (Table 
43), homicides committed with firearms are the most common, which is consistent with the 2019 
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Global Study on Homicide (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2019a) as well as the 
study by Fox and Zawitz (2003), and homicide due to sharp force trauma was the lowest cause of 
death (Table 43), and is consistent with the Global Study on Homicide, 2019 (United Nations 
Office on Drugs and Crime, 2019d). 
 The three univariate single proportion tests run to compare the causes of death in this 
study with only the 127 individuals with a known cause of death and the homicide mechanisms 
in the 2019 UNODC study (Tables 81-83) do not show statistically significant differences (p > 
.05). It can therefore be concluded that the causes of death for homicide victims in the FDB with 
known causes of death is consistent with the percentages of homicide mechanisms in the global 
homicide study conducted by the UNODC. Therefore, the null hypothesis that there is no 
statistical difference between the UNODC mechanism of death rates and the FDB cause of death 
rates is accepted for the 127 individuals with a known cause of death. 
The cause of death by firearms for males was higher than expected, and subsequently the 
cause of death by firearms for females was fewer than expected. The cause of death by sharp 
force for both males and females had similar expected and actual values. Cause of death by other 
known mechanisms and other unknown mechanisms was fewer than expected for males and 
higher than expected for females (Table 25). While firearms were the most common cause of 
death for males, other known and other unknown causes of death were the most common for 
females (Tables 14, 52). One conclusion that can be made from this is that is it due to females 
being victims of interpersonal homicide more than men, which includes blunt force trauma, and 
men are more often victims of homicide related to criminal activities (United Nations Office on 
Drugs and Crime, 2019d), which can be presumed, given the context of this study, may involve 
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firearms. The expectation posed at the beginning of this study that there is a difference in cause 
of death between males and females is therefore accepted. 
For the 225 individuals, chi-square analyses for sex and ancestry, cause of death and 
ancestry, date of death year in decades and cause of death, cause of death UNODC ages, and 
cause of death and UNODC ages including individuals outside of the age ranges (Tables 21-22, 
38-40) do not have a significant association (p > .05). For the 127 individuals with a known 
cause of death, Chi-Square analyses for sex and ancestry, cause of death and sex, date of death 
year in decades and cause of death, cause of death and UNODC ages, cause of death and 
UNODC ages including individuals outside of the age ranges, and region found and ancestry 
(Tables 59, 61, 74-76) do not have a significant association (p > .05). 
Based on the Chi-Square analyses for cause of death and ancestry (Tables 22, 60), the 
hypothesis posed at the beginning of this research that there is a difference between cause of 
death between ancestries cannot be supported (p > .05). 
The Chi-Square analyses for cause of death and sex (Tables 23, 61) were found to be 
statistically different for all 225 individuals and the 127 victims with a known cause of death (p 
< .001); therefore, I cannot accept the null hypothesis that there is not an association between 
cause of death and sex. This indicates that the cause of death of an individual is affected by their 
sex, as discussed above that females are victims of other known and unknown causes of death 
the most and males are victims of homicide by firearm the most, therefore the expectation laid 
out at the beginning of this research that there is a difference in cause of death between males 
and females is shown to be true. For the 225 individuals, the association may be due to the 
greater count of male individuals being victims of firearms than expected with an observed value 
of 51 but an expected value of 35.4, and the fewer count of female individuals being victims of 
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firearms fewer than expected with an observed value of 16 and an expected value of 31.6. 
Likewise, males were victims of other known causes of death fewer than expected with an 
observed value of 15 and an expected value of 20.6, and females were victims of other known 
causes of death more than expected with an observed value of 24 and an expected value of 18.4. 
Additionally, the other unknown mechanisms of death were fewer than expected for males with 
an observed value of 43 and an expected value of 51.8, and greater than expected for females 
with an observed value of 55 and an expected value of 46.2 (Table 25). The Cramer’s V value 
for cause of death and sex is .307 which means that 9.4% of the variation is accounted for by sex 
(Table 24). For the 127 individuals, the association may be accounted for by the higher than 
expected count of males being victims of firearms with an observed rate of 51 and an expected 
rate of 40.1, and lower than expected count for females with an observed rate of 16 and an 
expected rate of 26.9. Cause of death by sharp force was slightly lower than expected for males 
with an observed rate of 10 and an expected rate of 12.6, and slightly higher than expected for 
females with an observed rate of 11 and an expected rate of 8.4. Additionally, cause of death by 
other known mechanisms was lower than expected for males with an observed count of 15 and 
an expected count of 23.3, and higher than expected for females with an observed count of 24 
and an expected count of 15.7 (Table 63). The Cramer’s V value for cause of death and sex is 
.356 which means that 12.8% of the variation is due to sex (Table 62). 
For the 225 individuals, Chi-Square analysis for region found and date of death year in 
decades was found to be significant with a p value of .004 (Table 32). More victims than 
expected were found in the Midwest in the 1960s with an observed count of 2 and an expected 
count of 0.7. More victims than expected were found in the West in the 1970s with an observed 
count of 8 and an expected count of 5.3, and in the Southwest with an observed count of 5 and an 
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expected count of 2.8. Fewer victims than expected were found in the Northeast in the 1970s 
with an observed count of 5 and an expected count of 7. Fewer victims than expected were found 
in the West in the 1980s with an observed count of 3 and an expected count of 6.9, as well as in 
the Midwest with an observed count of 2 and an expected count of 4.6. More victims than 
expected were found in the Northeast in the 1980s with an observed count of 14 and an expected 
count of 9.3, as well as in the Southeast with an observed count of 41 and an expected count of 
37.5. More victims than expected were found in the Midwest in the 1990s with an observed 
count of 4 and an expected count of 1. Fewer victims than expected were found in the Northeast 
in the 1990s with an observed count of 0 and an expected count of 2.1 (Table 34). The Cramer’s 
V value for region found and date of death year in decades is .256 which means that 6.6% of the 
variation is due to date of death year in decades (Table 33). 
 For the 127 individuals, the Chi-Square analysis of region found and date of death year in 
decades was found to be significant with a p value of .006 (Table 68). The null hypothesis that 
there is not an association between the region found and date of death year in decades is rejected. 
Fewer victims than expected were found in the West in the 1990s with an observed count of 0 
and an expected count of 1.3, as well as in the 1980s with an observed count of 3 and an 
expected count of 5. More victims than expected were found in the West in the 1970s with an 
observed count of 6 and an expected count of 4.5, and double that which were expected were 
found in the 1960s with an observed count of 2 and an expected count of 1. Fewer victims than 
expected were found in the Midwest in the 1980s with an observed count of 0 and an expected 
count of 2.1, more than expected were found in the 1990s with an expected count of 3 and an 
expected count of .5, and almost half of that which were expected were found in the 1970s with 
an observed count of 1 and an expected count of 1.9. Fewer victims than expected were found in 
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the Northeast in the 1990s with an observed count of 0 and an expected count of 1.5, while more 
than expected were found in the 1980s with an observed count of 10 and an expected count of 6. 
More victims than expected were found in the Southwest in the 1970s with an observed count of 
4 and an expected count of 1.9, and approximately half that which was expected were found in 
the 1980s with an observed count of 1 and an expected count of 2.1. Slightly more victims than 
expected were found in the Southeast in the 1980s with an observed count of 18 and an expected 
count of 16.6, as well as the 1990s with an observed count of 5 and an expected count of 4.2, and 
slightly fewer victims than expected were found in the 1970s with an observed count of 13 and 
an expected count of 14.6 (Table 70). The Cramer’s V value for region found and date of death 
year in decades is .336 which means that 11.3% of the variation is due to region found (Table 
69). 
Although approximately 1/6 of the victims were discovered in Tennessee (Table 45), it 
must be taken into consideration that this may be a sampling bias based on the locate of the data 
base (The University of Tennessee, Knoxville), and the fact that some of the individuals in the 
data base came from the University of Tennessee, Knoxville Forensic Lab. Therefore, the FDB is 
not a reliable indicator for what state has the most homicides, especially since not every state is 
represented. 
Chi-Square analysis of region found and cause of death was found to be significant with a 
p value of .041 (Tables 26, 64); therefore, I reject the null hypothesis that there is not an 
association between region found and cause of death. The association may be linked to several 
factors. For the 225 individuals, more homicides by firearm occurred than expected in the West 
with an observed rate of 11 and an expected rate of 7.4, and Southwest regions with an observed 
rate of 8 and an expected rate of 3.9, and fewer than expected in the Midwest with an observed 
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rate of 2 and an expected rate of 4.5 and in the Northeast with an observed rate of 6 and expected 
rate of 10.7. More sharp force occurred than expected in the Midwest with an observed rate of 4 
and an expected rate of 1.4, and in the Northeast with an observed rate of 6 and an expected rate 
of 3.4. Fewer sharp force homicides occurred in the Southeast than expected with an observed 
rate of 9 and an expected rate of 12.7, while more other unknown mechanisms of death occurred 
with an observed rate of 63 and an expected rate of 59.2 (Table 28). The Cramer’s V value for 
cause of death and sex is .179 which means that 3.2% of the variation is accounted for by region 
(Table 27). For the 127 individuals, the association may be due to different expected and 
observed counts of cause of death in each region. Notably, there were more homicides by firearm 
in the West than expected with an observed count of 11 and an expected count of 9, as well as in 
the Southwest with an observed count of 8 and an expected count of 4.7. There were fewer 
homicides by firearms in the Midwest with an observed count of 2 and an expected count of 4.2, 
as well as in the Northeast with an observed count of 6 and an expected count of 10.6. There 
were more homicides by sharp force trauma in the Midwest with an observed count of 4 and an 
expected count of 1.3, as well as in the Northeast with an observed count of 6 and an expected 
count of 3.3. There were fewer homicides by sharp force trauma in the Southeast with an 
observed count of 9 and an expected count of 12.1. Other known causes of death occurred more 
frequently in the Northeast than expected with an observed count of 8 and an expected count of 
6.1 (Table 66). The Cramer’s V value for region found and cause of death is .267, meaning that 
7.1% of the variation in cause of death is due to the region (Table 65). 
The statistical significance of the Chi-Square analyses for tests including region found 
and date of death year in decades might be skewed since, as discussed previously, the majority of 
the individuals were discovered in the Southeast, especially in Tennessee, and the majority of the 
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victims died in the 1970s and 1980s. Due to this bias in the data itself, solid conclusions cannot 
be drawn regarding Chi-Square analyses including the region and death year variables since the 
conclusions may not be valid. 
The null hypothesis that there is no association between region found and ancestry is 
rejected with a p value of .049 (Table 29). Fewer African-Americans than expected were 
discovered in the West with an observed count of 2 and an expected count at 6.6, as well as in 
the Southwest with an observed count of 1 and an expected count at 3.4. More African-
Americans than expected were found in the Southeast with an observed count of 44 and an 
expected count of 35.7. Fewer European-Americans were found in the Southeast than expected 
with an observed count of 92 and an expected count of 100.3. More European-Americans were 
found in the West with an observed count of 23 and an expected count of 18.4, as well as in the 
Southwest with an observed count of 12 and an expected count of 9.6 (Table 31). The Cramer’s 
V value for region found and ancestry is .206 which means that 4.2% of the variation is 
accounted for by ancestry (Table 30). 
The Chi-Square analysis for date of death year in decades and ancestry for the 225 
individuals was found to be significant with a p value of .001 (Table 35). African-Americans 
were victims of homicide fewer than expected in the 1970s with an observed count of 7 and an 
expected count of 9.8, as well as in the 1980s with an observed count of 9 and an expected count 
of 13. However, African-Americans were victims of homicide more than expected in the 1990s 
with an observed count of 9 and an expected count of 2.9. European-Americans were victims of 
homicide slightly more than expected in the 1970s with an observed count of 40 and an expected 
count of 37.2, as well as in the 1980 with an observed count of 53 and an expected count of 49. 
Additionally, European-Americans were victims of homicide fewer than expected in the 1990s 
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with an observed count of 5 and an expected count of 11.1 (Table 37). The Cramer’s V value for 
date of death year in decades and ancestry is .379 which means that 14.4% of the variation is due 
to date of death year in decades (Table 36). 
The Chi-Square analysis for data of death year in decades and ancestry for the 127 
individuals was found to be significant with a p value of .002 (Table 71). The null hypothesis 
that there is no association between date of death year in decades and ancestry cannot be 
accepted. More European-Americans were victims of homicide in the 1970s with an observed 
count of 26 and an expected count of 23.5, as well as in the 1980s with an observed count of 29 
and an expected count of 26.9, while fewer European-Americans were victims of homicide in the 
1990s than expected with an observed count of 3 and an expected count of 6.7. Fewer African-
Americans were victims of homicide on the 1970s with an observed count of 2 and an expected 
count of 4.5, and in the 1980s with an observed count of 3 and an expected count of 5.1, while 
more than expected were victims in the 1990s with an observed count of 5 and an expected count 
of 1.3 (Table 73). The Cramer’s V value for date of death year in decades and ancestry is .477, 
indicating that 22.8% of the variation is accounted for by date of death year in decades 
(Table72). 
No associations between the UNODC ages and cause of death were found, indicating in 
this study that certain age groups are not more prone to particular causes of death than others are 
(Tables 39-40, 75-76). There is no statistical difference between the percentage of individuals 
with a known cause of death between the ages of 15-29 and 30-24 in this study and the 
percentage of individuals in the UNODC study between those age ranges (Table 90-91). It can 
thus be inferred that the percentage of individuals with a known cause of death in this study 
between the two age ranges is statistically similar to the percentage of individuals in the UNODC 
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study, indicating the FDB is comparable to the UNOCD study in this manner, thus concluding 
that the FDB is valid for producing accurate percentages of homicide victims with a known 
cause of death between the two age ranges. 
CONCLUSION 
Broader Impacts 
 Slightly more than half the individuals in the sample were between the ages 15-29 at the 
time of their deaths (Table 11). With a large portion (43%) of the individuals in the UNODC 
study being between those ages (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2014), it can be 
concluded that individuals between the ages of 15-29 are the most common victims of homicide. 
This information can be applied to create programs that can be implemented specifically geared 
towards this age group, as well as programs with preventative actions that are geared towards 
younger individuals. Early intervention and education programs should be implemented in high 
schools to promote peace and explain the dangers of gateway factors such as drugs and alcohol 
as they may lead to violence, especially in homicides relating to criminal activities. Alcoholics 
anonymous and narcotics anonymous programs should be created specifically for individuals 
between the ages of 15-29. If programs are created specifically with a focus on reaching out to 
individuals between the ages of 15-29, violence related to drugs and alcohol may decrease. The 
UNODC suggests people with drug use disorders be provided with evidence-based treatment, 
thus reducing the risk of them becoming involved in crime (United Nations Office on Drugs and 
Crime, 2019a). 
Since males are victims of homicide more often than females and are more often involved 
in homicides related to criminal activities, in may be beneficial to implement programs 
specifically aimed at young men to provide them support and encourage them not to get involved 
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with drugs, gangs, and other activities associated with a criminal lifestyle. The UNDOC also 
recommends that violence prevention programs focus on young men to help prevent them from 
being lured into a subculture of violence (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2019a). 
 Programs aimed at young men should be geared towards preventing violence and 
warning about the use and abuse of firearms, since males are victims of homicide by firearms the 
most commonly. Likewise, programs for women should address interpersonal abuse and provide 
assistance to women in potentially dangerous situations, since, as shown in this study, females 
are victims of homicide by other causes of death most often, which a large majority of is blunt 
force trauma. The UNODC recommends that law enforcement officers be trained in the 
identification of domestic abuse situations and how to respond to and handle them, as well as 
how to be sensitive to the needs of women who are in a domestic abuse situation (United nations 
Office on Drugs and Crime, 2019a).  
Counseling and legal advice should be offered at colleges and universities as it is during 
the early twenties that many students are enrolled in higher education programs. It is the younger 
generation who is growing up with social media as a daily and integral part of their lives. Social 
media should be used to spread the word about ways to decease violence and publicize programs 
aimed at promoting peace, helping people, and educating people on the dangers of gateway drugs 
and the risk factors leading to homicide. 
Programs to build trust in law enforcement should be implemented so the general public 
may be more comfortable in approaching an officer to ask for assistance when they feel they may 
be in a dangerous situation. The UNODC also recommends that police reform be aimed at 
bringing law enforcement closer to the community through strengthening trust and installing 
crime prevention measures aimed at younger people (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 
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2019a). Gun buyback programs, where law enforcement officers purchase privately owned 
firearms, may help to reduce the number of firearms owned by citizens, and provides a safe way 
for people to sell their firearms without risk of prosecution. The UNODC recommend stricter 
regulation of firearms to help reduce the rate of homicide by firearms (United Nations Office on 
Drugs and Crime, 2019a). Training law enforcement officers in how to more efficiently handle 
situations in which firearms are a concern and how to better detect trafficking of firearms and 
intervene with criminal activity associated with firearms should be implemented to attempt to 
decrease the likelihood that a homicide by firearm will occur. 
Research Limitations 
Sample size was limited due to the initial number of individuals were accessible in the 
data bank and how many of them met the criteria for this study,  
Uniformity in the data entry by students and professors at the University of Tennessee 
provided challenges for this research. There were instances where homicide was entered as the 
cause of death, or the cause of death, such as gunshot wound, was entered under the manner of 
death column. 
Additionally, while incorrect data entry either by ignorance or typographical errors did 
not influence the statistics in this study, such as date of death year since it was grouped into 
decades or age at death since it was grouped into ranges as well, these errors could affect studies 
of researchers in the future. Eight individuals were able to be identified through additional 
research and of those eight individuals, six had data entry errors within the data base. FDB 841 
was documented in the data base as a female who died at the age of 19. She was 18 at the time of 
her death (FBI, 2010; Daily Press, 1990). FDB 349 was documented as a female born in 1955 
who died at the age of 18. She was born in 1956 and died when she was 17 (Button, 2015). Had 
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research been comparing adult versus subadult frequencies this would have skewed the results. 
FDB 350 was said to have been discovered in 1973. She was discovered in October 1974 
(Button, 2015). FDB 1445 was said to have been discovered August 25, 1995. Per court 
manuscripts the victim was discovered August 29, 1995 (Williams, 2013). FDB 1322 was said to 
have been born in 1983 and was 16 years old at time of death, yet the remains were discovered in 
1994 which would have made the victim 11 years old at time of death. The victim was in fact 16 
years old at the time of death and was born in 1978 (Kellar, 2014). Had date of birth year been 
examined this would have affected the statistical outcome of any tests being performed. FDB 
808 was said to have been 27 at time of disappearance but was 26 (Flynn, 2017). While none of 
these errors directly affected this research, future researchers who are looking to use the FDB for 
research should do so with caution and consider how incorrect data entry errors may affect their 
results depending on what variables they are including in their research. 
Future Research 
 This study was limited in sample size due to the elimination process to obtain individuals 
who matched the criteria chosen ahead of time for this study. A data set with a larger sample size 
may more accurately reflect the expected rates of homicide. It may be interesting to conduct the 
same research on other osteological collections or databases that contain information on 
homicide victims. The research may also contain a geographical bias given that the majority of 
the individuals were recovered from the Southeast region of the United States, which is where 
the data bank originates. Other data sets from museums and universities with more diversity 
should be utilized to further explore the questions posted in this study, and it may be beneficial to 
conduct a cross comparative analysis to determine which data set may most accurately reflect the 
global homicide trends. 
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The aim of this research was to analyze homicide rates in the University of Tennessee 
Forensic Data Bank utilizing variables including ancestry, sex, cause of death, location found, 
and age at death, and compare the results produced in this study to those of other studies in order 
to test the validity of the FDB in research on homicide. It can be concluded that while the FDB is 
valid for projecting certain variables to accurately reflect larger scale studies, such as sex and 
cause of death, not all factors variables are comparable to other studies, such as ancestry. 
Researchers must proceed with caution when using the data from the FDB for research 
pertaining to homicides, as well as extending to any research they may want to conduct given the 
errors discovered in the data entry. If one statement can be made about the FDB, it is that it is a 
prime example of why complete and thorough documentation and history is necessary, and why 
it is of upmost importance to correctly and uniformly enter data. 
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